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While the Commission's orders in these proceedings have

taken important steps toward establishing a measure of regulatory

parity between the rules that apply to the cable and telephone

industries, more remains to be done. In particular, significant

disparities remain in the price cap rules for the respective

industries, and in the rules governing the cost of customer

equipment. 2 Although these issues were the sUbject of a previous

The Bell Atlantic telephone companies are Bell Atlantic
- Delaware, Inc., Bell Atlantic - District of Columbia, Inc.,
Bell Atlantic - Maryland, Inc, Bell Atlantic - New Jersey, Inc.,
Bell Atlantic - Pennsylvania, Inc., Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc.,
and Bell Atlantic - West Virgini«, Inc.

2 ~ Implementation of sections of the 1992 Cable Act
- Rate Regulation, MM Dkt 92-266, 2d Order on Recon., 4th
Report and Order, and 5th NPRM (reI. Mar. 30, 1994)
("Benchmark Order"); Implementation of sections of the Cable
Act of 1992 - Rate Regulation, MM Dkt 93-215, Report and Order
and FNPRM (re!. Mar. 30, 1994) ("Cost of Service Order");
Implementation of Sections of the Cable Act of 1992 - Rate
Regulation, MM Dkt 92-266, ! 148-150 (reI. March 30, 1994)
("Third Reconsideration Order").



petition for reconsideration by Bell Atlantic,3 they were not

addressed by the Commission's orders. As a result, the

Commission should now reconsider its rules to the extent

necessary to eliminate these disparities.

The Commission itself has found that, "as the cable and

telephone industries converge, it is important to treat them with

as much regulatory parity as possible.,,4 Competition between

these previously distinct industries is intensifying, and one­

sided regulatory constraints will serve only to artificially

favor or handicap one competitor over another to the ultimate

detriment of consumers. Nevertheless, cable remains subject to

far fewer regulatory burdens than telephone companies and

continues to receive preferred treatment in any number of

respects.

Examples of the preferred treatment given to cable

abound: cable benefits from pure price caps since they have no

sharing provisions,~ but telephone companies do notj cable can

set its own depreciation rates according to the dictates of the

market,6 but telephone companies can notj cable can recover some

of the cost of customer equipment in regulated rates,7 but

3 Petition of Bell Atlantic for Limited Reconsider-
ation, MM Dkt 92-266 (June 21, \993) {copy attached).

4

s

6

7

Benchmark Order at ! 162, n.213.

~. at ! 169-170.

Cost of Service Order at ! 133.

Third Reconsideration Order at ! 148-150.
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telephone companies can not; cable can pass through costs in

higher rates even if the costs are within its power to control,S

but telephone companies can not; cable stands to benefit from a

reasonable productivity offset,9 but telephone companies for now

do not; and cable is not sUbject to the same accounting, cost

allocation, affiliate transaction, and other rules as it moves

into telephony that already apply to telephone companies -- at

least, not yet. lO

Some of these disparities will be the sUbject of future

proceedings and need not be addressed here. Two others, however,

were the sUbject of Bell Atlantic's previous petition for

reconsideration but were not addressed by the Commission. These

disparities should now be eliminated.

First, while the price cap plan for telephone companies

incorporates a sharing mechanism and an archaic three year

depreciation prescription process that are relics of rate of

return regulation,ll cable benefits from a pure price cap plan

3 For example, cable operators are permitted to pass
through programming costs as exogenous, even though these
costs are no more beyond cable's control than are the costs of
network equipment for telephone companies. See Benchmark
Order at , 171.

9 ~ Cost of Service Order at , 314-323 (proposing a
lower offset for cable than currently applies to telephone
companies) •

10 .au 1Q. at ! 305-313 (initiating further proceedings
on these issues).

11 So Policy and Rules for Dominant Carriers. 5 FCC
Rcd 6786 (1990) •
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that contains none of these elements. 12 This disparate treatment

cannot be justified, and the price cap rules for the two

industries must be brought into alignment.

As Bell Atlantic recently explained in the ongoing

review of the price cap rules for telephone companies, by far the

best way to resolve this disparity is to apply the same pure

price caps and depreciation rules to telephone companies that

have been adopted for cable. 13 This will promote economically

efficient investment by both industries in the nation's

infrastructure to the benefit of consumers, permit the use of

depreciation rates in line with the economic dictates of the

marketplace, and lessen the burdens imposed on industry and

regulators alike. 14

The cable industry appears to disagree, however. It

has argued in the telephone proceedings that an appropriate price

cap scheme must include both a sharing mechanism and the

prescription of depreciation at the rates currently applied to

telephone companies. IS Cable is wrong, and these remaining

elements of rate of return regulation should be eliminated for

~, ~, Benchmark Order at ! 169-170.

13 ~ Comments of Bell ~tlantic, filed in Price CaD
PerfOrmAnce Reyiew for Local Exchange Carriers, CC Dkt 94-1
(May 9, 1994).

14 .Isl. at 7-13.

IS Comments of the California Cable Television Ass'n,
filed in Price Cap Performance Reyiew for Local Exchange
Carriers, CC Dkt No. 94-1, at 2 (May 9, 1994).
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both industries. Moreover, cable can not have it both ways. If

the Commission departs from the economically correct result and

fails to adopt pure price caps for telephone companies, the rules

for cable must be modified to correspond to the rules that

ultimately are adopted for telephone companies. Preferential

treatment for cable simply cannot be justified.

Second, the Commission's rules permit cable to bundle

the cost of promotional customer equipment offerings into general

system overheads for recovery from the rates for other regulated

services. 16 The result of this is that cable will be able to

offer free or cut rate equipment as an inducement to sign up for

its service, only to recover the cost of this equipment from

regulated monthly cable rates. Because telephone companies are

not permitted to do the same, these rules would give cable

operators an artificial competitive advantage.

Consequently, the Commission should modify its customer

equipment rules to provide the same treatment for cable and

telephone companies alike -- either by sUbjecting cable to the

same constraints as telephone companies, or giving telephone

companies the same flexibility as cable.

I

16 Third Reconsideration Order at '148-150. The only
limit is that the rates for regulated services cannot increase
above the applicable price cap as a result. ~.
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CONCLUSION

The Commission should reconsider its rate regulation

rules in the respects identified above.

Respectfully sUbmitted,

Edward D. Young, III
Of Counsel

May 16, 1994

Michael
1710 H street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 392-1082

Attorney for the Bell Atlantic
Telephone companies
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1. Introduction and Summary

Competition between the cable and telephone industries

is increasing rapidly as cable moves extensively into traditional

telephone services free of the regulatory constraints that apply

to telephone companies" As this competition intensifies, parity

of regulatory treatment between the two industries is

increasingly important if the marketplace is to function free of

one-sided regulatory constraints that artificially favor or

handicap particular competitors.

The Commission's Order in this proceeding is an

important step in this direction. 2 Nevertheless, the rules

The Bell Atlantic telephone companies ("Bell Atlantic")
are The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, the four
Chesapeake and Potomac telephone companies, The Diamond state
Telephone Company, and New Jersey Bell Telephone Company.

2 Rate Regulation, MM Dkt 92-266, Report and Order (rel.
May 3, 1993) ("Order").



adopted here for cable diverge fr~m those that apply to telepho~e

companies in several important respects. For example, the Order

establishes price cap rules for c3ble with preferential terms

compared to those that apply to telephone companies;3 it also

permits costs of cable CPE to be recovered from basic rates while

the rules for telephone CPE do not.- Moreover, by declining to

regulate basic rates where local authorities do not, the

commission's rules not only give preferential regulatory

treatment to cable, but in many instances would leave basic cable

service free of any regulation at all. S

Ultimately, true parity of regulation will exist only

if the Commission applies to cable companies -- in both their

cable and telephone operations -- regulations that parallel those

that apply to local telephone companies. As an initial matter,

however, the Commission should reconsider the rules adopted here

to bring them into line with those that apply to telephone

companies.

3

4

5

Order at 144-165.

~. at 184-191.

~. at 44-47.
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2. The commission Should Apply The Same Price cap Rules To
Cable That Apply To Telephone Companies

Once cable rates have been set at a reasonable level,

rates for both the basic and higher progra~~ing tiers are subject

to price caps. If these price caps are applied in the same

manner as those for telephone companies, they can provide an

important measure of regulatory parity between the two

industries. But if the rules arbitrarily give preferential

treatment to cable, then cable will have an artificial

competitive advantage that will act to the disadvantage of

consumers and competitors alike. To ensure that this does not

occur, the Commission should reconsider the price cap rules

adopted here in two respects. 6

First, the Order adopts what is essentially a pure

price cap regime for cable. 7 Rates are sUbject to adjustment

only for infla.tion and "external ll (or exogenous) costs with no

ceiling on the return that cable operators are permitted to

earn. 8 In contrast, the IIsharing" feature incorporated in the

6 As is already true for telephone companies, the price
cap for cable should also include a "productivity factor"
requirinq annual rate decreases in real inflation-adjusted terms.
Because the Commission will include this issue in its forthcoming
Second Further Notice, ~ Order at 147 n.558, 152 n.577, it will
not be addressed here.

7 Order at 144-162.

Is1.
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price cap rules for telephone cc~panles places a fixed ceiling en

their allowed return. 9

There is no question that a pure price cap regime has

many advantages over traditional regulation from the standpoint

of both economics and public poli=y, at least for services that

do not face competition.'o Pure price caps provide greater

incentives to improve productivity and efficiency, and to deploy

advanced new technologies and services. They also reduce the

administrative burden on both industry and regulators alike. As

a result, there are many benefits to be gained from applying pure

price caps to both the telephone and cable industries.

Nonetheless, the fact remains that telephone companies

are currently sUbject to a sharing obligation. Since the cable

and telephone industries are competing to deploy the same

technologies and services, telephone companies would be at a

severe disadvantage if cable operates under a pure price cap

regime while telephone companies do not. Consequently, until the

rules for telephone companies are modified, cable should be

sUbject to a sharing obligation to the same extent as telephone

companies.

9 ~,~, Policy and Rules Concerning Rates For
Dominant Carriers, 5 FCC Red 6786, 6801-6802 (1990) ("LEC Price
Cap Order").

As Congress recognized, even price caps are unnecessary
in the presence of competition. 47 U.S.C. S 543(a) (2).
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Second, the Commiss~on should modify its rules to

permi t cable operators to pass t:-.rough "external" costs only to

the extent telephone companies can do the same. In general, the

telephone rules permit external treat~ent only for costs

"triggered by administrative, legislative or jUdicial action

beyond the control of the carriers. II" Also, because in the

commission's view the index used to adjust rates for inflation

(GNP-PI) is "broadbased" and reflects price changes in all

sectors of the economy,'2 telephone company costs have not been

afforded external treatment unless they are unique and

demonstrably not reflected in GNP-PI.'J

Here, in contrast, the Commission's Order suggests that

cable automatically would be afforded external treatment for

several types of costS. 14 No showing that these costs are

unique and not already reflected fully in GNP-PI is

11

12

LEC Price Cap Order at 6807.

14. at 6793.

13

14

iAa, ~, Treatment g( LEe Tariffs Implementing Stmt.
of Fin. Aqct. Standards, "Employers Acct, for Postretirement
Benefits Other Than Pensions", 8 FCC Rcd 1024, 1031-1035 (1992)
("OPEB Order"),

For example, automatic external treatment would be
given to taxes, programming costs, retransmission fees, and
franchise fees. Order at 153-63.
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"

, 5contemplated. In fact, sane costs such as taxes autonatical~j

would be treated as external for cable even though telephone

companies have been denied the sa~e treatrnent.'6 External

treatment also would be granted to other costs" such as

programming costs, that are no more outside cable's control than

are the costs of network equipment for telephone companies.'7

Giving such preferential treatment to cable cannot be

justified, and the commission should bring its rules for cable

and telephone companies into line.

3. The Commission Should Apply The Same Rules To Cable CPB
That Apply To Telephone CPE

The Commission's Order requires cable CPE to be

provided on an unbundled basis, at rates established based on

cost. Once again, these rules can provide an important measure

of regulatory parity if they are applied in the same manner as

While the costs could be passed through only to the
extent the percentage increase in these costs exceed GNP-PI, this
is different than determining whether the cost increase has
already been factored into the "broadbased" GNP-PI in the first
place.

16 ~ OPES Order at 1032; Bell Atlantic Telephone
Companies Tariff FCC No.1. Transmittal 473, 7 FCC Rcd 1486, 1487
(1992) (tax law changes are "presumptively endogenous" and must
"uniquely or disproportionately affect LECs ... [to] qualify for
exogenous coat treatment"). ~.

As the Commission recognizes, this is especially true
in the case of programming obtained from affiliated programmers.
Order at 158. Permitting cable operators to pass through
increases paid to programming affiliates would merely shift
cable's ability to recoup monopoly profits upstream to their
programming affiliates. '
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the rules for telephone CPE, and ~~e co~~ission should modify its

rules to ensure that this is the case.

Specifically, the rules established here purport to

require "complete unbundling" of cable CPE,18 but would

nonetheless permit cable operators to lump the cost of

promotional equipment offerings lnto general system overhead. 19

This cost would then be recovered from rates charged for other

services, including basic cable rates. Because telephone

companies are not permitted to do the same, these rules would

give cable operators an artificial competitive advantage. The

Commission should, therefore, modify rules to provide the same

treatment for cable and telephone companies alike.

4. Th. Commission Must R.qulat. Basic Rat•• Wh.r. Local
Regulatory Authorities Declin. To Regulate

By declining to regulate basic cable rates where local

authorities do not regulate these rates themselves, the

commission's Order would create a regulatory no-man's land in

which basic rates would be free of any regulation at all. 2o The

'8

19

Order at 180.

Isl. at 190.

20 14. at 44-~7. The only time the Commission would
exercise it. jurisdiction overrbasic rates is when a local
authority'. certification is denied or revoked, or when a local
authority can show that it lacks the resources or legal authority
to regulate these rates itself. ~. at 46-47. The Commission
would not exercise its jurisdiction, however, when a local
authority affirmatively decides not to regulate, such as when the
local cable operator has sufficient political clout to convince
it to forego regulation.
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resulting regulatory gap directl! ~cntravenes Congresstonal

intent.

The fundamental underlj'lng purpose of the 1992 Act is

to protect consumers from the exercise of market power by

regulating cable rates in the absence of effective

competition. z1 The statute gives effect to this purpose by

directing that "(t)he Commission shall, by regUlation, ensure

that the rates for the basic service tier are reasonable" in

order to "protect[] subscribers of any cable system that is not

sUbject to effective competition from rates for the basic service

tier that exceed (competitive] rates. llU By creating a

regulatory vacuum in which an entire category ot systems are left

free of any regUlation, therefore, the Commission's rules are

contrary to both the statute's stated purpose and its explicit

terms.

21 The Cable Television Consumer Protection and
Competition Act of 1992, S 2(b) (4)-(5). In decidinq whether a
cable operator faces effective competition, the Commission states
that it will consider a video dialtone provider to be a
competitor of cable. Order at 18. Reqardless of whether it
considers video dialtone as a competitor for this purpose, the
Commission should make clear that a common carrier providinq
video dialtone service is not a "multichannel video proqramminq
distributor" for purposes of the Act. As the Commission itself
previously held, BrgAdcAst Signal Carriage Issues, 7 FCC Rcd 8055
at ! 42 (199"2), only an entity providinq proqramminq services
over a video dialtone network -- not the common carrier whose
network ia being us.d -- "makes,available for purchase, by
subscribers or customers, mUltiple channels of video
proqramming," 47 U.S.C. S 543(1) (1) (B). As a result, while the
proqrammer-customers of a video dialtone network would qualify as
a multichannel video proqramminq distributor, a common carrier
providing video dialtone service would not.

22 47 U.S.C. S 543(b) (1) (emphasis added).
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CONCLUSION

The Commission should reccnsider its rate regulation

rules for cable in the respects ljentified above.

Respectfully submitted,

Edward D. Young, III
John Thorne

Of Counsel

June 21, 1993

ichael E. Gover
1710 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 392-1082

Attorney for the Bell Atlantic
Telephone Companies

-9-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing "Petition of

Bell Atlantic for Further Reconsideration" was served this 16th day

of May, 1994, by first class mail, postage prepaid, on the parties

on the attached list.



Bruce A. Armstrong
Executive Vice President
Simmons Communications
One Landmark Square, Suite 1400
Stamford, CT 06901

Stephen R. Ross
Kathryn A. Hutton
ROSS & HARDIES
888 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

John I. Davis
David J. Wittenstein
DOW, LOHNES & ALBERTSON
1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Robert J. Rini
Steven A. Lancellotta
RINI & CORAN, P.C.
1350 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 900
Washington, DC 20036

Edwin M. Durso
ESPN, Inc.
605 Third Avenue
New York, NY 10158-0180

David J. Brugger
Marilyn Mohrman-Gillis
American Public Television
Stations
1350 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

William B. Barfield
Thompson T. Rawls II
BellSouth corporation
1155 Peachtree st., N.E.
Suite 1800
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

Jud Colley
President
Community Broadcasters Assoc.
P.O. Box 191229
Dallas, TX 75219

Bradley C. stillman
Consumer Federation of America
1424 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Daniel L. Brenner
Michael S. Schooler
Diane B. Burstein
NCTA
1724 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20036



Deborah C. Costlow
Thomas C. Power
WINSTON & STRAWN
1400 L Street, N.W.
suite 700
Washington, DC 20005

Mary McDermott
Shelley E. Harms
NYNEX
120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605

James P. Tuthill
Lucille M. Mates
Pacific Telesis
140 New Montgomery st., Rm 1526
San Francisco, CA 94105

Bruce D. Sokler
Lisa W. Schoenthaler
MINTZ, LEVIN, et al
701 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
suite 900
Washington, DC 20004-2608

Dick Glass
President
Satellite Dealers Assoc.
602 N Jackson
Greencastle, IN 46135

..

Charles S. Walsh
Seth A. Davidson
Jill Kleppe McClelland
FLEISCHMAN AND WALSH
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Alan F. Ciamporcero
pacific Companies
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
4th Floor
Washington, DC 20004

G. Todd Hardy
HARDY & ELLISON, P.C.
9603 Old Keene Mill Road
Suite 100
Burke, VA 22015

Bertram W. Carp
Turner Broadcasting System, Inc.
820 Fist Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20002

Bruce Crest
Administrator
Metropolitan Area Communications

Commission
1815 NW 169th PI, Suite 6020
Beaverton, OR 97006-4886



,,

James F. Fitzgerald, Jr.
President
Total TV of California, Inc.
27-700 Avenida Belleza,
Cathedral city, CA 92234

Eric E. Breisach
Howard & Howard
107 W. Michigan Avenue
suite 400
Kalamazoo, Michigan 49007

Janice L. Lower
Michael L. Postar
Duncan, Weinberg, Miller

& Pembroke, P.C.
1615 M st., NW - suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Henry M. Rivera
Ann Bavender
Ginsburg, Feldman & Bress
1250 Connecticut, Ave N.W.
suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Matthew L. Leibowitz
Leibowitz & Spencer
One S.E. Third Avenue
suite 1450
Miami, FL 33131

..

Gary S. smithwick
Arthur V. Belendiuk
Robert W. Healy
Smithwick & Belendiuk, P.C.
1990 M Street, N.W. - Suite 510
Washington, DC 20036

W. Robert Felder
Grassroots Cable Systems
Box 280
Exeter, N.H. 03833

Jay Staiger
Philips Broadband Networks, Inc.
100 Fairgrounds Drive
Manlius, N.Y. 13104

W. James MacNaugton
90 Woodbridge Center - suite 610
Woodbridge, New Jersey 07095

Robert S. Lemle
Senior Vice President
Cablevision Systems Corp.
One Media Crossways
Woodbury, NY 11797



..

Howard J. Symons
Leslie B. Calandro
Jennifer A. Johns
Hintz, Levin, Cohn
701 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Suite 900
Washington, DC 20004

Reginald J. smith
Connecticut Department of Public

utility Control
1 Central Park Plaza
New Britan, CT 06051

Terry G. Hahn
Fish & Richardson
601 13th Street, N.W.
5th Floor North
Washington, DC 20005

Robert J. Sachs
Howard B. Homonoff
Continental cablevision, Inc.
The pilot House - Lewis Wharf
Boston, MA 02110

William J. Ray, P.E.
Superintendent
Glasgow Electric Plant Board
P.O. Box 1809
Glasgow, Kentucky 42142-1809

John I. Davis
Donna C. Gregg
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

cristopher B. Fager
Senior Vice President
E! Entertainment Television
5670 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90036

Paul Glist
Cole, Raywid & Braverman
1919 Pennsylvania Ave, NW
suite 200
Washington, DC 20006

Richard M. Kessel
Executive Director
New York State
Consumer Protection Board
99 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 12210

Edwin Peck
259 4th Ave North
st. Petersburg, FL 33701



-.

Diane M. Bunk
city of Fall River
One Government Center
Fall River, MA 02722

Richard F. Alteri
Charles B. Stockdale
Cable TV Assoc. of New York
126 State Street
Albany, NY 12207

William Lilley III
President
Policy Communications, Inc.
1615 L Street, N.W. - suite 650
Washington, DC 20036

Ben M. McMakin
City Manager
City of Bandon
P.O. Box 67
Bandon, Oregon 97411

David Cosson
L. Marie Guillory
NTCA
2626 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20037

..

Louis A. Isakoff
General Counsel
International Family
Entertainment, Inc.

1000 Centerville Turnpike
Virginia Beach, VA 23463

Bruce A. Larkin
Department of Admin. Services
City of Fort Lauderdale
100 N. Andrews Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301

Morris G. Prizer
Mountain Cablevision
224 Laguna Tr.
P.O. Box 2169
FrazIer Park, CA 93225

Martin Firestone
1212 Georgia street
Key West, FL 33040

Mr. Roy J. Stewart *
Chief, Mass Media Bureau
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M Street, NW
Room 314-1800
Washington, DC 20554



John R. Wilner
Bryan Cave
700 13th street, N.W.
suite 600
Washington, DC 20006-3960

Ted Coombes
American Public Power Assoc.
2301 M street, NW
Washington, DC 20037

Judith A. McHale
Barbara S. Wellbery
Discovery Communications, Inc.
5500 Wisconsin Avenue
Bethesda, MD 20814

Ian D. Volner
Cohn and Marks
1333 New Hampshire Ave., NW
suite 600
Washington, DC 20036

David A. Irwin
Alan C. Campbell
Irwin Campbell & Crowe
1320 18th street, NW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036

"

Douglas W. McCormick
Group Vice-President
Lifetime Television
36-12 35th Avenue
Astoria, New York 11106

Richard E. Wiley
Philip V. Permut
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Gardner F. Gillespie
Christopher P. Gilkerson
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th street, NW
Washington, DC 20004-1109

stephen A. Brenner
Exec. Vice President
USA Networks
1230 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10020

Carole Stannard-Gabor
Eecutive Director
Northwest Municipal Cable

Council
112 N. Belmont Avenue
Arlington Heights, IL 60004



Frederick E. Turnage
Mayor - City of Rocky Mount
Post Office Box 1180
Rocky Mount, NC 27802-1180

Herb Longware
Cable Communications of
Willsboro, Inc.

6 Essex Road
P.O. Box 625
Willsboro, NY 12996

Ivan C. Evilsizer
Montana PSC
1701 Prospect Avenue
P.O. Box 202601
Helena, MT 59620-2601

Howard D. Friedman
The Dispute Resolution Group
55 Park Street
Montclair, New Jersey 07042

William J. Catto
Haag & Deutschman, P.A.
452 Pleasant Grove Road
Inverness, FL 34452

Patrick L. Willis
817 Franklin street
P.O. 1597
Manitowoc, WI 54221-1597

Norman E. Dettra, Jr.
501 Washington st.
Box 877
Reading, PA 19603

Rita K. Bloom
Cable Franchise Coordinator
City of Atlanta
68 Mitchell street, SW
suite 2500
Atlanta, GA 30335-0319

H. Russell Frisby
Barbara L. Waite
N. Frank Wiggins
Venable, Baetjer, Howard &
Civiletti

1201 New York Ave., NW
suite 1000

~ Washington, DC 20005

Ernest D. Preate
Thomas L. Welch
David R. Weyl
Office of Attorney General
14th Floor, Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120



suite 2601
10271

t,

Scott Harshbarger
George K. Weber
Kevin M. Nasca
Public Protection Bureau
One Ashburton Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Lee Fisher
Robert o. Driscoll, Jr.
65 East State street
suite 708
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0590

Robert A. Ginsburg
Dade County Attorney
Metro-Dade Center
suite 2810
111 N.W. 1st street
Miami, FL 33128-1993

Porter Arneill
Executive Director
FUSE
2590 Walnut Street, suite #5
Boulder, Colorado 80302

'.

Robert Abrams
George Sampson
David o. Ward
120 Broadway,
New York, NY

Dan Morales
Texas Attorney General's Office
P.O. Box 12548
Austin, TX 78711-2548

Kate Horsfield
Executive Director
Video Data Bank
37 South Wabash Avenue
Chicago, IL 60603

city of Denison
108 West Main Street
P.O. Box 347
Denison, TX 75021-0347



Richard M. Berman
Karen Gartenberg
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae
125 West 55th street
New York, New York 10019

Linda Shea Gieseler
FARROW, SCHILDHAUSE & WILSON
1400 16th Street, N.W.
suite 501
Washington, DC 20036

Ward W. Wueste, Jr.
Marceil F. Morrell
GTE Service corp.
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

John L. Grow
New York State Commission on
Cable Television
Tower Building
Empire state Plaza
Albany, N.Y. 12223

Edward W. Hummers, Jr.
Paul J. Feldman
Fletcher, Healt & Hildreth
11th Floor
1300 North 17th Street
Rosslyn, VA 22209

stephen R. Effros
James H. Ewalt
Robert J. Ungar
CATA, Inc.
3950 Chain Bridge Road
P.o. Box 1005
Fairfax, VA 22030-1005

Preston Padden
Molly Pauker
Fox Broadcasting Company, Inc.
5151 Wisconsin Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20016

James R. Hobson
Jeffrey o. Moreno
GTE Service Corp.
suite 850
1275 K Street,. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-4078

Henry L. Baumann
Benjamin F.P. Ivins
National Association of
Broadcasters
1771 N Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Linda Kent
united states Telephone Assoc.
1401 H Street, N.W.
suite 600
Washington, DC 20005


